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Abstract: It is known that the service quality is the 
main parameter of every service providing 
organization to survival. Thus, the organizations must 
evaluate their service quality periodically and plan for 
the improvement. While evaluating their service 
quality, companies shouldn’t rely only on the end 
users but also the gap between what the customers 
perceives differ from what the providers do. The study 
aims to compare the service providing perceptions of 
department/unit managers and the service quality 
evaluations of students at private universities. To do 
this, we have used the ServQual survey questionnaire 
to all service providing academic and administrative 
units of Tishk International University (Formerly 
known as Ishik University). The data has been 
collected in two phases; first is from all managers and 
the working staff of the academic/administrative unit 
and the second is from the students for each unit that 
they receive service from. Those departments were 
cafeteria, students’ affairs, dean of students, academic 
department of student, and accounting unit. Based on 
the results, we have given some suggestions to the 
administration. 
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The service quality in the private institutions is an important issue in the contemporary 
literature. As the students are the main customers of the private education institutions, student’s 
satisfaction is the key success factor for all universities (Poturak, 2014). From this point of view, a 
student will be satisfied and be committed to the university in case the services provided by the 
university is conforming the expectations of the students. Hence, the administration of the 
universities must first understand the expectations of the students and secondly, confirm t as it is 
expected.  
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According to Parasurman et al., (1985) if perceived service is less than expected, it leads 
tounsatisfied customer, while it leads to satisfied ones in case conforms or exceeds the 
expectations.  For this reason, it is important for the administration of the private universities to 
understand the expectations of the students and then conform it ideally.  
There is a crucial question comes out here; although the administration understands the 
expectations of the students, what is the difference between service quality perception of the 
service providing unit and students. Besides, this difference is considered as one of the main gaps in 
the service provision (Parasuraman et al., 1988).  
There are many private universities in Kurdistan Region of Iraq. Those universities of course 
focus on the education quality and try to become one of the best universities among all alternatives. 
Besides, there is a lack of studies which compares the service providing perception of 
department/unit managers and the students evaluation of service quality. It can be said that 
closeness of this gap will enhance private universities develop more strategically and evaluate their 
real service quality level more accurately. From this point of view, this research contains practical 
and managerial implications. 
The study aims to compare the service providing perceptions of department/unit managers 
and the service quality evaluations of students at private universities. To do this, we have used the 
ServQual survey questionnaire to all service providing academic and administrative units of Tishk 
International University (Formerly known as Ishik University). The data has been collected in two 
phases; first is from all managers and the working staff of the academic/administrative unit and the 
second is from the students for each unit that they receive service from. Those departments were 
cafeteria, students’ affairs, dean of students, academic department of student, and accounting unit.  
The results have been analyzed descriptively. The perceptions of managers have been subtracted 
from the perceptions of the students. The closer result to zero means better conformation of the 
perceptions.   
2. Literature review 
2.1. Service quality 
Service Quality is a framework which can help one understand the reasons of customer 
satisfaction (Aydinli & Demir, 2015). Moreover, perceived service quality can be defined as  the 
customer’s judgment about superiority or excellent of a product (Zeithmal,1988).  Service quality is 
measure as how well an actual service delivery matches with customer expectations. Delivering 
quality service means conforming to customer expectations on a consistent basis (Torlak, Demir & 
Budur, 2019). 
“Quality” in a service organization can be defined as meeting customer’s expectations with 
what actually is served (Demir, Talaat & Aydinli, 2015). The nature of most services is such that the 
customer is present in the delivery process. This means that the perception of quality is influenced 
not only by the “service outcome” but also by the “service process” (Demir & Eray, 2015). The 
“perceived quality” lies along a continuum (Demir & Mukhlis, 2017). “Unacceptable quality” lies at 
one end of this continuum, while “ideal quality” lies at the other end. The points in between 
represent different gradations of quality. Lewis and Booms ,1983; Lethtinen & 
Lethtinen1982;Gronroos ,1984;Parasurman, Zeithaml & Berry 1985). It is important to evaluate the 
service quality because it is a measure of whether the service delivered matches customer 
expectation (Lewis & Booms 1093). 
Service quality is key tool to achieve customer’s satisfaction. Varying behaviors and attitudes 
of customers demand high service quality to attain their positive perception of service quality. 
Service quality has linear and positive relationship with success and profitability of business 
Ladhari et al., (2011) 
As service quality improves, the chances of customer satisfaction increases. In turn, 
perceptions of better service value in service exchanges provided by service organizations leads to 
increased customer satisfaction (Arasli, Mehtap-Smadi, & Turan Katircioglu, 2005; Lovelock & 
Wirtz, 2007). 
2.2. Service quality in higher education institution 
Numerous researches has been studied on service quality in higher education. For example, 
Hill (1995) exploratory study which has monitored a group of students′ expectations and 
perceptions of service quality over time , which is not stable over a time and the reason of this 
instability was out of the scope. 
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Sulan and Wong (2010) have found five critical research agenda in the field of service quality 
in higher education sector as follow; 
(1) The role of importance, expectation and performance on service quality in higher 
education.  
(2)  The critical service attributes and dimensions of service quality in higher education.  
(3) The critical antecedents of service quality in higher education.  
(4) The effectiveness of ECSI methodology in higher education.  
(5) The quest for an effective model in higher education. 
Kajenthiran and Karunanithy (2015), focused on the relationship and the impact  between  
the determination of service quality and student’s satisfaction, the result of the study show that 
service quality in private higher education  institution in Jaffana positively associated with 
student’s satisfaction . 
Ali and Mohammed (2014) investigated the research to assess relationship between service 
quality and student’s satisfaction, study found that positive significant relationship between service 
quality and students satisfaction. 
Abu Hasan et al., (2008) suggested that service quality has significant positive relationship 
with student satisfaction. Further, by improving service quality, it may potentially improve the 
students’ satisfaction. 
Kamal and Ramzi (2002) attempted to measure the students attitude of registration and 
academic advising across different  faculties to assure positive quality service, as a result,  students 
portrayed that registration process is one of the process that make students frustrate in particular 
with regard time taken to complete registration . 
Cardona and Bravo (2012) suggested that the service quality was the most important 
element which influence students’ satisfaction positively. However, it fosters the commitment of 
students toward their universities.  
Hossain and Howdhury (2018) developed a model that tests the determinants which impact 
the success of students in higher education. Moreover, they have suggested that: ‘curriculum 
quality’, ‘teaching competence’, ‘service facility’, and ‘service delivery’ provided by a private 
university are positively related to ‘perceived value’, while students’ perceived satisfaction is 
dependent on ‘service facility’. 
Osman and Saputra (2019), investigate the relationship between service quality, program 
quality, institutional image and student satisfaction in the context of higher education. The study 
also attempted to describe the mediating impact of institutional image between service quality, 
program quality and student satisfaction. Result confirmed the direct relationship between of 
service quality and student satisfaction. Therefore, a deficiency of indirect relationship has emerged 
between service quality and student satisfaction in the circumstance of higher education. This 
investigation has emphasized the role of service quality and program quality as the two 
independent variables that have a relationship on the dependent variable, that is, student 
satisfaction. 
Brenda and Baron (2000) studied the student perception of service quality in higher 
education, students suggests that students' perceived service quality has three dimensions: 
``requisite elements'', which are essential to enable students to fulfill their study obligations; 
``acceptable elements'', which are desirable but not essential to students; and ``functional 
elements'', which are of a practical or utilitarian nature. Student evaluation of certain aspects of 
service quality may change resulting from student experience. 
Jusohet al., (2004) claimed that seniority have a significant effect on the perception of service 
quality, the higher grades they are the more expectation they have for university. However, Anim 
and Mensah (2015) stated that students in private institutions are more informed than students in 
public institutions, further students’ expectations in private institutions are higher and the quality 
service perceived is greater than the students in public institutions. 
Ada, Baysal and Erkan (2017) claimed that students perception of service quality in higher 
education institution show a significant differences according to the year of university 
establishment , physical facilities , diplomas gained by university , and study show that females 
students show a higher evaluation to the service quality than the male students in spite of academic 
position and university image . Besides, Voss, Gruber and Szmigin (2007) investigated what 
students’ needs were during their education. The result have revealed that students prefer their 
lecturer be knowledgeable, enthusiastic, approachable, and friendly, and the academic interest of 
students encourage them less than the vocational aspect of their study. Along with this study, 
Cardona and Bravo (2012) investigated the service quality factor that impact student’s satisfaction. 
The study show that showed significant variables in explaining student satisfaction as: trust 
developed toward the university and the academic program, and the perception they have of 
assessment techniques as a challenge to improve intellectual growth. Finally, Green (2014) has 
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elaborated the service quality in higher education. The study revealed that on average customer 
have higher expectation in tangibles, reliability and assurance. Further, there is very few study 
which has investigated the service quality in higher education in every department and unit 
simultaneously. Only Demir (2017) has studied the impact of ServQual determinants on the 
students satisfaction in every unit and department at Ishik University, Kurdistan Region of Iraq. 
Further, Demir and Guven (2017) have studied the impact of ISO quality management systems on 
the students’ satisfaction at the same university. 
There is no study which has investigated the perceptions between service providers and the 
customers of the services in higher educations. In this study, we have evaluated the perceptions of 
managers each department/unit and the students who receive services of the concerning 
department/unit. 
For the measurement of service quality, the SERVQUAL instrument is considered to have a 
wide applicability Berry et al., 1985; Johnston and Lyth, 1991; Sasser et al., 1978. Parasuraman et al. 
(1985) provided a list of ten determinants of service quality as a result of their focus group studies 
with service providers and customers: access, communication, competence, courtesy, credibility, 
reliability, responsiveness, security, understanding and tangibles. Further. Berry et al., (1985) they 
added that “although the relative importance of the categories would vary from one service 
industry to the next, we believe the determinants of service quality in most (if not all) consumer 
service industries are included in this list”.  
In 1988, Parasuraman et al., have decreased the determinants of service quality to five as 
empathy, responsiveness, assurance, reliability, and tangibles.  
Tangibles at higher education means physical facilities, equipment, and appearance of 
university personnel. It is the appearance of the physical facilities, equipment, personnel and 
communication materials (Demir & Guven, 2017) In simple words, tangibles are about creating 
foremost impressions. All organizations desire that their consumers get an exceptional and positive 
foremost impression. Focusing on this particular dimension will help them to gain maximum 
benefit (Swar & Sahoo, 2012). Based on the tangibles, universities should utilize state of art 
technologies in the classes, laboratories, and staff offices. Moreover, university buildings and 
facilities must be modern, clean and neat. However, the academic and administrative staff must be 
wearing and seeming modern, clean, and neat (Demir, 2017). Another dimension of the service 
quality is reliability. 
Reliability is the ability to perform the promised service dependably and accurately the first 
time (Demir, Eray & Erguvan, 2015). It is the ability to deliver the promised service precisely and 
consistently. Crosby (1992, p.36) estimates that the cost of not doing things right the first time for a 
typical service organization is equal to around 40% of the total operating costs. Total quality 
management in human service organizations Lawrence L. Martin The association between 
dimensions of service quality and customer satisfaction was investigated by Ibáñez et al. (2006). 
They found a significant relationship between reliability of services on the satisfaction level of 
customers. The literature reveals an increased degree of positive relationship between service 
quality, customer satisfaction and performance (both financial and non-financial) where face-to-
face dealing between customer and employee is the only focus (Muyeed, 2012). 
Another dimension of the service quality is responsiveness. In education, It is the willingness 
to help student and provide prompt advice and service), provide timely service and eagerness to 
help the customers, the ability to deal effectively with complaints and promptness of the 
service. Ghobadian, A., Speller, S., & Jones, M. (1994). (Sedigheh, 2015). Responsiveness to 
customers is considered  an important predictor of service quality (Mittal & Lassar, 1996), and 
driver of customer satisfaction (Andaleeb & Basu, 1994; Handfield and Bechtel, 2002; Tiedemann et 
al. 2009) 
Assurance is another important element of service quality. In education, it can be defined as 
the ability of university to demonstrate competence, confidence, courtesy, credibility and security. 
Knowledgeable and politeness of employees and their skills to inspire trust and confidence. In 
addition to tangibles, reliability and responsiveness; assurance has been identified as a significant 
dimension of service quality by Parasuraman et al. (1988). They propose that all of these 
dimensions significantly enhance customer satisfaction. It is believed that if the employees of 
financial institutions display trustworthy behavior, the satisfaction level of customers can be 
enhanced significantly. It may also positively influence repurchase intension of customers (Ndubisi, 
2006; and Ndubisi & Wah, 2005). 
Empathy is the fifth element of service quality. In education, it can be defined as the ability to 
care and provide individualized attention to students. Individual attention and caring of the 
customers (Parasurman et al., 1988). However, a positive and significant relationship is found 
between empathy and customer satisfaction by Iglesias and Guillén (2004). It was proposed in 
another research study, that customers may remain unsatisfied with service quality if a gap is left in 
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empathy by Al-Marri et al. (2007). Customer satisfaction is significantly impacted by empathy. It 
makes customers contended and in the long-run serves as an important predictor in improving the 
financial performance of the organization. Wieseke et al. (2012) empirically investigated the role of 
empathy in service quality and its impact on customer satisfaction. It was established that 
customers treated emphatically are more often visitors and prone forgive any mistakes that may 
occur. Empathy creates an emotional relationship with customer, providing customer a touch of 
importance for business. This leads to retention and creation of new customer’s pool. Juneja (2011) 
has also studied the correlation between service quality dimensions and customer satisfaction in 
Bangladesh banking industry. It was found that customer loyalty can be won through empathy. 
Empathy can play role in improvement of service quality, customer loyalty and finally satisfaction 
Karatepe (2011) explored the service environment impact with empathy and reliability on loyalty. 
Empathy works as a moderator between quality and customer satisfaction. Empathy can change the 
behavior of customer ultimately. 
Considering these dimensions of quality, service quality is determined as the difference 
between student expectations and perceptions of service delivery quality. In general, Consumers 
are dissatisfied only if the experienced quality is worse than expected (Parasurman, et al., 1988). 
2.3 Customer satisfaction 
Kotler (2000) defined satisfaction as: “a person’s feelings of pleasure or disappointment 
resulting from an evaluation process comparing a product’s perceived performance (or outcome) in 
relation to his or her expectations” i.e.: when the consumer of a good or service compares what is 
received against what is expected from the utilization of that good or service. Hoyer and MacInnis 
(2001) said that satisfaction can be associated with feelings of acceptance, happiness, relief, 
excitement, and delight (Demir, 2019). 
Customer satisfaction is the result of a comparison between customer purchase of the 
expected performance with actual performance and perceived and payment expenses (Taghizadeh, 
2012). Customer satisfaction is a physical concept that is due personal comparison from 
understanding of product performance with the experience obtained of the performance (Chu, 
2002). 
There are many factors that affect customer satisfaction. According to Hokanson (1995), 
these factors include friendly employees, courteous employees, knowledgeable employees, helpful 
employees, accuracy of billing, billing timeliness, competitive pricing, service quality, good value, 
billing clarity and quick service. 
In order to achieve customer satisfaction, organizations must be able to satisfy their 
customers needs and wants (La Barbera & Mazursky, 1983). Customers’ needs state the felt 
deprivation of a customer (Kotler, 2000). Whereas customers’ wants, according to Kotler (2000) 
refer to “the form taken by human needs as they are shaped by culture and individual personality” 
Satisfaction is the condition that is obtained after use of the product or service for the 
customer. Satisfaction is process understand and evaluate of customer from experiencing product 
consumption by using service. Literature review suggests that Satisfaction is achieved as a result of 
two parallel processes that include: emotional process and normative process (Robinot & 
Giannelloni, 2010; Abdulla, Wirya & Top, 2019). 
Although satisfaction and service quality have a common feature but satisfaction has the 
broader concept than quality generally, because focuses on services dimensions. The service quality 
is considered as part of satisfaction. Service quality represents a customer's perception from five 
dimensions of service, while satisfaction is more pervasive and including quality of service, product 
quality, price and also situational factors and personal factors (Javadin, 2009).’ 
Many researchers have looked into the importance of customer satisfaction, Customer 
satisfaction is something beyond a positive impact on efforts done in the organization. This not only 
makes the activity staff, but is considered a source of profit for the company. Customer satisfaction 
provides many benefits for companies and higher levels of customer satisfaction leads to loyalty. 
3. Methodology 
3.1. Data collection and sample description 
Data has been collected from Tishk International University (formerly known as Ishik 
University), Sulaimani, Kurdistan region of Iraq. The gap analysis was important at the university 
for the following reasons:  
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a) The managers have been thinking that they were delivering a good service to the students 
but not aware of the gap between service providers (themselves) and receiver (students) 
 b) results of gap analysis would provide such an information to the managers that they 
would see from which points there were more gaps so that they could prioritize more gaps 
strategically.  
Tishk International University has established a new campus in Sulaimani, Kurdistan Region 
of Iraq since 2015 and the campus needs further managerial improvements from the service quality 
point of view. The campus has around 200 students by 2019. The survey questionnaire has been 
conducted to the students who has been willing to fill the survey. Each service quality 
questionnaire was conducted to 120 students on average so that as a result (7 units/departments x 
120 students) above 800 data has been obtained in total from students. However, managers and 
employees from each department has fulfilled the same service quality survey for the gap analysis. 
Approximately 20 data has been obtained in total from the departments/units.  
3.1.1. Survey group (managers and employees) 
Managers are the people who are primarily responsible from the quality of service at every 
organization. Further, division managers are responsible from the service quality of primarily of 
their own department. Thus, their perceptions of service delivery quality would be very important. 
Secondly, employees are the people who follow the rules and regulations which have been 
determined by their managers and deliver the service with their motivation. So that the perceptions 
of those two administrative parts are important to understand. Thus, we have conducted the 
survey, which has been conducted to the students, to the managers and employees of each unit as 
well. The difference was, we have changes phrases from service receiving to service delivery. Please 
see appendix.  
3.1.2. Survey group (Students) 
Students are the main internal customers who receive services from various 
units/departments of the university. However, they pay for those services and their perception of 
service quality are very important and main variable to improve quality. Therefore, we have 
conducted the service quality survey as the party which receives services from each 
unit/department. Please see appendix.  
3.2. Measures 
When it says service quality, ServQual of Parasuraman et al. (1988) is undeniably important. 
The concerning questionnaire has been used in a very wide range of studies in service providing 
field. Hence, we have used the same variables in this study as well. The questionnaire contained six 
variables such as empathy, responsiveness, assurance, reliability, tangibles, and customer 
satisfaction. The study aims to evaluate the gap between service providers’ and customers’ 
perceptions about the service quality at each department/unit of the university. To do this, the 
questionnaire has been conducted to the students who are utilizing various services in the 
university. For example, the students, who have been utilizing the cafeteria services, have filled the 
survey questionnaire about service quality of cafeteria. All the units and departments has been 
evaluated through this way.  
Likert scale has been used whereas 1 means strongly disagree and 5 means strongly agree. 
The meanings of the scale has been explained to the participants before they started filling it.  
3.3. Data analysis and findings 
In this section, we have analyzed the data that has been gathered from the students. They 
have evaluated the level of empathy, responsiveness, assurance, reliability, and tangibles at each 
unit/department of the university along with the satisfaction. Business management, civil 
engineering, and architectural engineering departments are the academic departments where the 
students are receiving private education from. Further, accounting, dean of students, students’ 
affairs, and cafeteria are the administrative units where students receive financial, social-cultural-
sports, official, and nutrition services respectively. Besides, the managers and employees of the 
concerning units/departments have evaluated their service providing quality. The differences by 
students’ perceptions – staff perceptions indicate the gap between students’ and administration’s 
perceptions. The results those are minus indicate that staff perceptions are above the students 
ISSN 2520-6303  Economics, Management and Sustainability, 4 (2), 2019 
 
‹ 55 › 
perceptions. Besides, if the results are positive, staff perceptions are below the students’ 
perceptions. Please see the Table 1 for the further details. 
 
Table 1: Comparison results of student-staff perceptions of service quality 
Dimensions Unit/Department 








business management 2 3.58 0.12 35 3.41 1.01 -0.17 
civil engineering 3 3.39 0.35 31 3.38 1.13 -0.01 
architectural 
engineering 
6 4.53 0.49 68 3.94 0.99 -0.59 
accounting 2 3.75 0.35 124 3.14 1.23 -0.61 
dean of students 1 5.00  114 3.22 1.10 -1.78 
students affairs 3 3.78 0.79 85 4.83 1.62 1.05 
cafeteria 1 4.00  114 3.92 1.02 -0.08 
Responsiveness 
business management 2 4.20 0.28 35 3.37 1.00 -0.83 
civil engineering 3 4.13 0.23 30 3.07 1.23 -1.06 
architectural 
engineering 
6 4.53 0.50 68 3.88 1.03 -0.65 
accounting 2 3.80 0.85 124 3.12 1.27 -0.68 
dean of students 1 5.00  115 3.11 1.03 -1.89 
students affairs 3 3.60 0.72 85 4.73 1.65 1.13 
Assurance 
business management 2 4.17 1.18 35 3.21 1.24 -0.96 
civil engineering 3 4.22 0.51 31 3.13 1.23 -1.09 
architectural 
engineering 
6 4.22 0.66 68 3.98 0.99 -0.24 
accounting 2 4.00 0.00 124 3.27 1.25 -0.73 
dean of students 1 4.67  113 3.23 1.05 -1.44 
students affairs 3 3.56 0.51 85 4.73 1.62 1.17 
cafeteria 1 4.00  114 3.19 1.11 -0.81 
Reliability 
business management 2 3.75 0.00 34 3.26 1.08 -0.49 
civil engineering 3 3.17 0.76 31 2.79 1.03 -0.38 
architectural 
engineering 
6 3.21 1.46 68 3.86 1.02 0.65 
accounting 2 3.50 1.06 124 3.14 1.23 -0.36 
dean of students 1 4.75  115 3.15 1.06 -1.60 
students affairs 3 3.22 0.38 85 4.74 1.63 1.52 
cafeteria 1 2.75  114 3.21 1.04 0.46 
Tangibles 
business management 2 3.33 0.00 34 3.27 1.06 -0.06 
civil engineering 3 3.00 0.87 30 3.43 1.01 0.43 
architectural 
engineering 
6 4.22 0.83 68 3.90 1.09 -0.33 
accounting 2 3.50 0.00 124 3.34 1.31 -0.16 
dean of students 1 4.00  112 3.21 1.02 -0.79 
students affairs 3 3.17 0.50 85 5.06 1.79 1.90 
cafeteria 1 3.83  114 3.24 0.99 -0.60 
Satisfaction 
business management 2 3.67 0.47 30 3.29 1.27 -0.37 
civil engineering 3 2.67 0.88 31 2.92 1.27 0.26 
architectural 
engineering 
6 4.17 0.55 68 3.98 1.11 -0.19 
accounting 2 3.33 0.47 123 3.22 1.35 -0.11 
dean of students 1 4.00  115 3.13 1.07 -0.87 
students affairs 3 3.56 0.96 85 4.89 1.64 1.33 
cafeteria 1 3.67  113 3.27 1.13 -0.40 
 
Given in the Table 1, students evaluated students’ affairs unit’s (4.83) and architectural 
engineering department’s (3.94) empathy level toward students as good. Besides, dean of students 
(3.22) and accounting (3.14) units showed relatively low empathy to the students. When the 
differences between the students and staff investigated, it has been observed that staff perceptions 
in civil engineering (3.39) and business management (3.58) departments and cafeteria (4.00) have 
been closest to the students’ evaluations in both departments’ empathy dimension. Besides, dean of 
students (5.00) had highly above perceptions that what the students actually perceived (3.22) 
about the empathy of the concerning unit.  As a result, the biggest difference between students’ and 
staff evaluations has occurred in this units (-1.78). On the other hand, administration of the 
students’ affairs had the biggest positive gap whereas the students’ perceptions have been above 
the perceptions of staff (1.05). 
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As responsiveness is willingness to solve the problems of the students, students’ affairs has 
been the top department which shows responsiveness to the students in problem solving (4.73). 
Besides, civil engineering (3.07), accounting (3.12), and dean of students (3.11) were the lowest 
achieving units/departments. When the perceptions of students have been subtracted from the 
perceptions of staff, it has been revealed that the biggest negative gap was in deans of students unit 
(-1.89). Besides, students’ affairs unit had the biggest positive gap (1.13) as the students perceive 
more than what the students affairs show responsiveness.  
Assurance in the education has been evaluated as the knowledge about what a unit or 
department is performing. Given in the Table 1, it has been observed that the students’ affairs 
(4.73) and architectural engineering (3.98) had the highest assurance in perceptions of the 
students. On the other hand, business management (3.21), civil engineering (3.13), dean of students 
(3.23), and cafeteria (3.19) had the relatively low in assurance dimension. Evaluating the gap 
between students and staff perceptions, dean of students (-1.44) and civil engineering (-1.09) had 
the biggest negative gap while the biggest positive gap was at students affairs (1.17). The results 
reveal that the biggest gap between students and the staff have occurred in this point.  
Reliability is doing it right and continuously while providing a service. Given in the Table 1, 
the study showed that with the value of 4.74, students’ affairs unit had the highest evaluation 
results while civil engineering had dramatically low (2.79). The gap evaluation results show that 
dean of students (-1.6) had the biggest negative gap between student and staff evaluation. Besides, 
students’ affairs (1.52) had the biggest positive gap.  
Tangibles explain the technology and equipment the department or unit utilizing, how neat 
and modern the visually of the academic and the administrative staff are. Given in the Table 1 
above, the tangibles in the students’ affairs (4.9) had the highest perception value in this point. On 
the other hand, dean of students (3.21) and the business management (3.27) were the relatively 
low than others. The gaps between students and the staff evaluations show that the departments 
and the units are relatively close to the students evaluations whereas they are aware the lacking 
tangibles in the campus. On the other hand, students’ affairs had the biggest positive gap between 
students and the staff (1.9). 
Satisfaction is a main determinant which retains the customers and make them loyal to a 
brand. The results those have been revealed from the Table 1 show that students affairs (4.89) was 
the department which the students have been satisfied the most. Besides, civil engineering (2.92) 
was the department which the students dramatically was less satisfied than the other departments. 
When the gap analysis has been proposed, it has been revealed that dean of the students (-0.87) 
had the biggest negative gap between students and staff while students’ affairs (1.33) had the 
biggest positive gap. Overall the satisfaction of the students in units and departments have been as 
average around three.  
4. Conclusion 
The study aimed to investigate the gap between the service quality perceptions between the 
staff and the students at private institutions. It is known that the service quality is the main 
parameter of every service providing organization to survival. Thus, the organizations must 
evaluate their service quality periodically and plan for the improvement. While evaluating their 
service quality, companies shouldn’t rely only on the end users but also the gap between what the 
customers perceive differ from what the providers do.  
In this research we have asked questions to unit/department employees and managers as 
service providers and students as service receivers at a private university. The services of all 
units/departments have been evaluated by the students and the service providers of those 
units/departments. The results have been subtracted from each other and the gap has been 
determined.  
The initial results have shown us that the service quality of the students’ affairs in the 
university is highly appreciated by the students. The staff of the unit shows good level of empathy, 
responsiveness, assurance, reliability, and tangibles to the students. Therefore, students are highly 
satisfied with that administrative unit. Besides, the employees and the managers of the unit are not 
aware of what they are providing to the students. This situation might be considered as a problem 
for the unit. Service quality must be known by the unit and they must be aware of their strengths 
and weaknesses for the future plans. Thus, the results must be shared with the managers and the 
employees of the students’ affairs and they must know about evaluation results of the students and 
act accordingly. They must keep what they are doing well and even develop it. 
Second important result of the research was about the dean of students in the university. 
Based on the analysis results, students satisfaction with the dean of students was average and close 
to dissatisfaction. Besides, the administration of the department evaluated their service quality and 
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the student satisfaction as very high. This case is a big danger for a department while indicating 
their strengths and weaknesses of the unit/department. It has been determined that the gap 
between what the students evaluate and what the department administration thinks are very 
different from each other. Thus, the administration must reevaluate what they need to analyze and 
plan for the further improvement of service quality in the unit.  
The third important result of the research was about the service quality in civil engineering 
department. Students evaluated the service quality of the department as weak overall. Besides, the 
administration also is aware of the situation. Although the weakness is a problem for the future of 
the department, it is a strength that the administration and the employees are aware of what they 
are providing for the students. Through this way, the department can use this potential and make a 
good plan for the future in order to develop the service quality of the department.  
The research has some managerial implications. By this methodology, the management may 
see how the service receivers perceive the service quality of a unit or department. This make an 
organization to evaluate their service quality comprehensively. Secondly, they can see the gap 
between what the managers and employees think they are providing to the customers, and what 
actually the customers perceive. Through this way, the management can make better plan for the 
further developments of the service quality unit/department based.  
Research has some limitations. Firstly, the research has been studied in one campus of Tishk 
International University (formerly known as Ishik University) and cannot be generalized to whole 
private institutions in the region. Secondly, the study contains only around 124 data for each 
department and must be increased in the future researches. 
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